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Abstract: Normativists about belief hold that belief formation is essentially rule- or norm-guided. On this 
view, certain norms are constitutive of or essential to belief in such a way that no mental state not guided 
by those norms counts as a belief, properly construed. In recent influential work, Kathrin Glüer and Åsa 
Wikforss develop novel arguments against normativism. According to their regress of motivations argu-
ment, not all belief formation can be rule- or norm-guided, on pain of a vicious infinite regress. I argue that 
the regress of motivations argument is unsuccessful: an appeal to the notion of blind rule-following, drawn 
from a plausible interpretation of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s remarks on rule-following, stops the regress of 
motivations in its tracks. 
1. Introduction: Belief Normativism 
A recent strand of the rule-following considerations concerns the thought that belief formation 
is an essentially rule- or norm-guided activity. According to normativism about belief (‘nor-
mativism’ hereafter), certain norms are constitutive of or essential to belief: no mental state not 
guided by those norms counts as a belief, properly construed.1 
One way of making sense of the slogan that belief ‘aims at truth’ (Williams 1973) is to hold 
that belief formation is essentially guided by a truth norm – a norm that links one’s obligation 
to believe some proposition with the truth of that proposition: 
(Truth) For all S, p: S ought to believe that p if and only if p is true.2 
The normativist holds that (Truth) – or something like it – is constitutive of belief: some mental 
state M is a belief, rather than some other state, only if M is essentially guided by (Truth).3 
Thus, normativism seeks to partly distinguish belief from the other cognitive attitudes. 
 
1 Normativism has many defenders. Among them are Wedgwood (2002), Boghossian (2005), Shah and Vel-
leman (2005), Whiting (2010), Fassio (2011), Gibbard (2012), and Nolfi (2015), to name a few. 
2 (Truth) is perhaps obviously too strong, but we can simply assume it here. Bykvist and Hattiangadi (2007, 
2013) offer criticism of (Truth) that centres on the norm’s formulation. This issue has recently received much 
attention. See, e.g., Wedgwood (2013), Kalantari and Luntley (2013), Raleigh (2013), and Greenberg (2018). 
3 Not all normativists appeal to a truth norm. For instance, some hold instead that belief is essentially guided 
by a knowledge norm – a norm that links one’s obligation to believe that p with her knowing (or at least being in 
a position to know) that p. I discuss this issue in Swindlehurst (2020). 
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In a recent series of influential works, Kathrin Glüer and Åsa Wikforss develop two novel 
arguments against normativism (Glüer and Wikforss 2009, 2010a, 2013, 2015). Much discus-
sion has already focused on their no guidance argument.4  According to this argument, (Truth) 
cannot offer any guidance to a subject as to whether she ought to believe that p, since in order 
to determine whether the ‘antecedent conditions’ of the norm are satisfied, she must have al-
ready formed a belief as to whether p. A second, less frequently discussed argument is the 
regress of motivations argument, according to which not all belief formation can be rule- or 
norm-guided, on pain of a vicious infinite regress. 
 In this paper, I argue that the regress of motivations argument is unsuccessful. Glüer and 
Wikforss (‘G&W’ hereafter) consider and reject an appeal to blind rule-following as a potential 
way out of the regress. On their view, blind rule-following involves a rejection of an intentional 
condition on rule-guidedness. Contrasting ‘blind’ with ‘intentional’ in this way means we fail 
to secure an important distinction between genuine rule-following, on the one hand, and mere 
conformity (or accordance) with a rule, on the other. But G&W ignore an alternative concep-
tion of blind rule-following – one inspired by a reading of Ludwig Wittgenstein’s (1953) re-
marks. According to this alternative reading, ‘blind’ contrasts not with ‘intentional’ but with 
‘based on interpretation’: to say that some rule-following is blind is to say that, at the funda-
mental level, rule-following is not based on interpretation (McDowell 1984, 1993; Miller 2014, 
2015, 2017). I will argue that this alternative conception of blind rule-following does not allow 
the regress of motivations to start and should not, in contrast to what G&W go on to suggest, 
tempt us into an unsatisfactory philosophical quietism.5 
I proceed as follows. §2 outlines the regress of motivations argument as G&W present it. 
In §3, I reconstruct G&W’s argument to the effect that a non-intentional view of rule-following 
– a view they equate with blind rule-following – does not provide a way out of the regress of 
motivations and instead suggests an unsatisfactory philosophical quietism. In §4, I argue that 
the conception of blind rule-following according to which ‘blind’ contrasts with ‘based on in-
terpretation’ does not allow the regress of motivations to get off the ground, drawing an analogy 
with a regress argument from Boghossian (2008, 2012) and Miller’s (2015) critique of that 
argument. I conclude by noting that, unlike an appeal to the non-intentional view, an appeal to 
 
4 See, among others, Steglich-Petersen (2010, 2013), Engel (2013), Toppinen (2015), and Hlobil (2015). 
5 Those who have already discussed G&W’s ‘dilemma of regress and idleness’ have not, as far as I can tell, 
connected the regress horn of the dilemma with the notion of blind rule-following. G&W’s regress arguments are 
discussed by Jarvis (2012, §8), Hlobil (2015, §5), Toppinen (2015, §2), and Tracy (2019, §3). 
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blind rule-following does not suggest a quietist answer to the question of what secures the 
following/conforming distinction. 
2. The Regress of Motivations Argument 
According to the regress of motivations argument, not all belief formation can be rule- or norm-
guided, on pain of a vicious infinite regress (G&W 2009, 55-9; 2013, 94-7). G&W begin with 
what they take to be an intuitive conception of rule-guidance – one that must accommodate a 
substantive distinction between following or being guided by6 a rule, on the one hand, and 
(merely) conforming to (or acting in accordance with) one, on the other. For example, you put 
one foot in front of the other in order to walk down a corridor. This does not mean you are 
being guided by the rule 
(Corridor) When walking down a corridor, put one foot in front of the other! 
Rather, putting one foot in front of the other is just something you typically do; you are merely 
acting in accordance with (Corridor), not being guided by it. So, how should we secure the 
distinction between genuine rule-guidance and mere accordance with a rule? G&W rely on 
what they take to be a natural, intuitive picture of rule-guidance: 
(Guidance) Some performance A is guided by a rule R if and only if (i) R plays a certain 
role in S’s motivation for A; and (ii) the role R plays in S’s motivation for A is such that 
there will be a certain kind of intentional explanation for A (G&W 2013, 94). 
The intentional explanation mentioned in (Guidance) involves some kind of acceptance of R: 
‘This explanation is available because S herself takes a certain attitude to R: S, if you will, 
accepts a commitment to conform her behavior to R’ (G&W 2009, 55). Read most naturally, 
G&W claim, accepting a commitment to conform one’s behavior to R means simply that R 
plays a role in one’s motivation for what she does. But then an intuitive conception of what it 
is for an agent to be motivated yields a problem for the idea that belief is essentially rule-
guided. 
To see this, the idea of motivation by rules can be borne out in terms of practical reasoning. 
According to G&W, on a common view of motivation, an agent S’s being motivated by a rule 
R to form a belief B must be able to be explained – at least partially – in terms of the role R 
plays in S’s practical reasoning (G&W 2009, 55). That is, in saying that S is motivated by R to 
 
6 I will use ‘following a rule’ and ‘being guided by a rule’ interchangeably. 
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form B, we must be able to appeal to a ‘reasons-explanation’ of S’s forming B. (This reasons-
explanation need not involve any conscious practical inference on the part of S, just that she 
have some pro-attitude towards what is in accordance with R.) 
G&W suggest a belief-desire model of intentional explanation in order to sketch a model of 
the sort of practical reasoning S would need to run through – whether consciously or subcon-
sciously – in order to be motivated by R. Such a model, G&W claim, would minimally need to 
involve something like the following practical inference on the part of S: 
(P1) I want to believe what is in accordance with R.  
(P2) To believe that p is in accordance with R.  
(C) I want to believe that p.7 
The problem is that, as expressed in (P2), the agent is required to form a further belief: the 
belief that to believe that p is in accordance with R. According to the normativist, this further 
belief must itself be motivated by a rule if it is to count as a belief, properly construed. That is, 
in order to tell a story about how the agent is motivated to have this further belief, we need: 
(P3) I want to believe that (to believe that p is in accordance with R). 
But then we need a further belief to fill the ‘doxastic slot’: 
(P4) To believe that (to believe that p is in accordance with R) is in accordance with R. 
Since (P4), too, expresses a belief, the normativist must tell a story about how the agent is 
motivated to have it: 
(P5) I want to believe that (to believe that (to believe that p is in accordance with R) is in 
accordance with R). 
But then we need yet another belief: 
(P6) To believe that (to believe that (to believe that p is in accordance with R) is in accord-
ance with R) is in accordance with R. 
So we need: 
(P7) I want to believe that (to believe that (to believe that (to believe that p is in accordance 
with R) is in accordance with R. 
 
7 This model is first introduced in Glüer and Pagin (1999). 
 5 
 
And so on ad infinitum. A vicious infinite regress ensues.8 
3. The Non-Intentional View of Rule-Following 
Before rejecting an appeal to ‘blind’ rule-following as a potential way out of the regress of 
motivations, G&W first consider an alleged analogy between the regress of motivations and a 
regress argument Wittgenstein (1953) considers in Philosophical Investigations (PI). Accord-
ing to them, Wittgenstein’s regress argument is importantly different from the regress of moti-
vations, in that the former is a regress of interpretations. An interpretation, for Wittgenstein, is 
the substitution of one ‘expression’ (Ausdruck) of a rule for another (PI, §201). But if rule-
following is always a matter of interpretation, then in order to follow a rule R1 in some partic-
ular case, the rule-follower would need to apply another rule R2 in order to determine what 
following R1 amounts to in that case. But then she would need to apply yet another rule R3 in 
order to determine what following R2 amounts to in that case, and then another rule R4 in order 
to determine what following R3 amounts to in that case, and so on ad infinitum. 
As is well-known, Wittgenstein’s solution to the regress of interpretations seems to be that 
of abandoning the idea that rule-following is always a matter of interpretation and instead ap-
pealing to the notions of training, custom, and practice. According to G&W (2009, 58), the 
notion of a practice will not help us out of the regress of motivations because a practice is 
simply a regularity in action, and it therefore cannot secure the following/conformity distinc-
tion. (What secures this distinction, after all, is an intentional condition – but given that a prac-
tice is simply a regularity in action, an appeal to the notion of a practice does not seem to leave 
room for such a condition.) Thus, G&W conclude, Wittgenstein’s solution to the regress of 
interpretations cannot also be a solution to the regress of motivations: the two arguments are 
not analogous. 
Now, G&W explicitly reject an appeal to ‘blind’ rule-following, suggesting that it might 
tempt us into philosophical quietism: 
In response to [Wittgenstein’s regress of interpretations], it has been suggested that there is a form of rule-
following that does not involve any sense of intentionally conforming to the rule: blind rule-following. 
 
8 G&W suggest that the regress of motivations argument not only poses a fundamental problem for norma-
tivism, but also for ‘the very idea of general rules for reasoning, be they epistemic rules, or whatever’ (2009, 56, 
italics in original). This is troublesome for those normativists who hold that ‘objective’ norms like (Truth) cannot 
guide belief formation directly – that they can only guide belief formation indirectly, via the ‘subjective’ epistemic 
norms (Shah and Velleman 2005, 519-20; Boghossian 2005, 101). Moreover, this indirect guidance approach is 
arguably the most plausible line of response to G&W’s no guidance argument (cf. Toppinen 2015, 398-402). But 
the regress of motivations argument, if sound, seems to undermine the indirect guidance approach. For, to follow 
the epistemic norms via which (Truth) purportedly guides us would be to set us on an infinite regress. 
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Blind rule-following does not involve any intentional condition, and yet is supposed to be a genuine species 
of rule-following, distinct from mere brute reactions […] Giving up on the intentional condition on rule-
guidance, however, brings us back to square one. There must, we said, be a substantive distinction between 
mere accordance with a rule, mere regularity, and genuine rule-guidance. How is this distinction to be 
substantiated once we give up on the most natural and intuitive understanding of it? A quietist refusal to 
answer this question […] cannot but fail to be persuasive in this context. After all, the intuitive, intentional 
condition appears to be satisfied in all uncontroversial cases of rule-guidedness. Giving it up in precisely 
the controversial cases, cases to do with intentional states and their contents, would seem to be a perfectly 
ad hoc move, simply intended to save a normativist theory under severe pressure. If belief normativism 
requires endorsing quietism about rule-guidance, so much the worse for belief normativism (G&W 2013, 
96; cf. G&W 2010b, 160-64). 
G&W rightly point out that an appeal to a non-intentional view of rule-following – a view of 
rule-following which involves no intentional condition of the sort mentioned in (Guidance) 
above – simply takes us back so square one, since it fails to accommodate the distinction be-
tween genuine rule-guidance and simple conformity. G&W appear to follow Boghossian 
(2008, 2012) in identifying blind rule-following with a rejection of the ‘intentional view’: the 
view that accepting a rule ‘consists in an intentional state with general (prescriptive) content’ 
(Boghossian 2008, 494). The conception of blind rule-following as contrasting with an inten-
tional view of rule-following stems in part from a reading of PI §219: 
“All the steps are really already taken” means: I no longer have any choice. The rule, once stamped with a 
particular meaning, traces the lines along which it is to be followed through the whole of space. – But if 
something of this sort really were the case, how would it help me? 
No; my description made sense only if it was to be understood symbolically. – I should say: this is how 
it strikes me. 
When I follow the rule, I do not choose. 
I follow the rule blindly. 
According to Boghossian, what this passage suggests is that ‘rule acceptance cannot consist in 
the formation of a propositional attitude in which the requirements of the rule are explicitly 
encoded’ – blind rule-following contrasts with a picture of rule-following according to which 
‘rule-following is always fully sighted, always fully informed by some recognition of the re-
quirements of the rule being followed’ (Boghossian 2008, 495). In effect, therefore, 
Boghossian (and likewise G&W) identifies blind rule-following with a rejection of an inten-
tional condition on rule-guidedness. 
4. Blind Rule-Following 
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As noted, Wittgenstein’s solution to the regress of interpretations seems to be that of abandon-
ing the idea that rule-following is always a matter of interpretation. According to an alternative 
reading of PI §219, ‘blind’ contrasts not with ‘intentional’ but with ‘based on interpretation’: 
in saying that some rule-following is blind, we are saying that some rule-following is not based 
on the interpretation of the rule; we are not saying that rule-following involves no intentional 
condition.9 John McDowell writes: 
Wittgenstein’s concern is to exorcize the insidious assumption that there must be an interpretation that 
mediates between an order, or the expression of a rule given in training, on the one hand, and an action in 
conformity with it, on the other. In his efforts to achieve this, he is led to say such things as “I [follow] the 
rule blindly” (McDowell 1984, 239). 
Likewise, here is Alex Miller: 
When Wittgenstein speaks of rule-following as ‘blind’, ‘blind’ does not contrast with ‘intentional’ (as in 
Boghossian’s reading). Wittgenstein is not arguing that acceptance of a rule is not an intentional state. 
Rather, ‘blind’ contrasts with ‘based on interpretation’. To say that following a rule is ultimately blind is 
to say that at the fundamental level following a rule is not based on interpretation (Miller 2015, 411). 
Thus, if this reading of Wittgenstein is correct, then G&W are mistaken in claiming that blind 
rule-following does not involve any sense of intentionally conforming to the rule. Acceptance 
(or internalisation) of a rule still consists in an intentional state; we have only eschewed inter-
pretation of it. Importantly, rule acceptance must be underpinned by training, custom, or prac-
tice: the rule does not simply cause the rule-follower to be in the relevant motivational state; 
rather, it figures in a rationalistic explanation of her action. Wittgenstein gives the example of 
following the instructions of a signpost: 
Let me ask this: what has the expression of a rule – say a signpost – got to do with my actions? What sort 
of connection obtains here? – Well, this one, for example: I have been trained to react in a particular way 
to this sign, and now I do so react to it. 
But with this you have pointed out only a causal connection; only explained how it has come about that 
we now go by the signpost; not what this following-the-sign really consists in. Not so; I have further indi-
cated that a person goes by a signpost only in so far as there is an established use, a custom (PI §198). 
Thus, one can follow a rule only insofar as she has been trained, or initiated into the custom or 
practice, of obeying its requirements. 
 
9 Key passages in Wittgenstein include, among others: PI §201, §206, §228, §506, and Zettel §277. 
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Now it seems to me that Wittgenstein’s solution to the regress of interpretations likewise 
allows us to block the regress of motivations. Suppose that S accepts some rule R. R might be 
(Truth), or one of the epistemic norms.10 And suppose further that, having been trained or ini-
tiated into the custom or practice of forming beliefs in accordance with R, S’s acceptance of R 
consists in an intentional state with R as (part of) its content.11 The problem was that the second 
premise (P2) in G&W’s practical syllogism above expresses a belief, which according the nor-
mativist must itself be motivated by a further rule. But it seems to me that abandoning the idea 
that rule-following is always a matter of interpretation does not allow the regress to start. For 
it seems that belief formation can be motivated by rule acceptance (at least when acceptance 
of the rule is underpinned by training, practice, and custom). We can think of S’s causal trans-
actions with R along the lines of one’s causal transactions with the signpost: having been ap-
propriately trained to react to the rule in a particular way, we do so when we find ourselves in 
a situation in which the need arises to invoke it; there need not be any further rule which me-
diates between acceptance of the rule and some performance. Having accepted R, the agent – 
as a result of her training or practice – forms the higher-order belief expressed by (P2). And 
this higher-order belief, when combined with R, causes her to be in the motivational state – the 
state of believing that p. In other words, there is no justification for S’s believing that believing 
that p is in accordance with R: S can move from (P1) and (P2) to (C) without the need for (P3), 
(P4), (P5), and so on (more on this below). As Wittgenstein metaphorically remarks: 
[A]ll we do is read the lips of the rule and act, without appealing to anything else for guidance (PI §228). 
And if this is right, then S need not appeal to anything over and above R itself in order to be 
motivated to form the belief that p. 
To make the point explicit, let us briefly draw an analogy between the regress of motivations 
and a regress argument put forward by Boghossian (2008, 2012). Boghossian argues that five 
propositions form an inconsistent set: 
(1) Rule-following is possible. 
(2) Following a rule consists in acting on one’s acceptance (or internalisation) of a rule. 
 
10 As noted above (fn. 8), some philosophers think that (Truth) can only guide belief formation indirectly, via 
the ‘subjective’ epistemic norms. 
11 To be clear: to say that accepting or internalising a rule is an intentional state is not to say that it is a conscious 
or explicit mental process. Intuitively, a native speaker accepts or internalises the syntax and grammar of her 
language, but she does not explicitly consider any rules when she conjugates a verb – she just does it. 
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(3) Accepting a rule consists in an intentional state with general (prescriptive or normative) 
content. 
(4) Acting under particular circumstances on an intentional state with general (prescriptive 
or normative) content involves some sort of inference to what the content calls for under 
the circumstances. 
(5) Inference involves following a rule. 
Propositions (1)-(5) together seem to set us on a vicious infinite regress. To see this, suppose 
we have the rule 
(Email) Answer any email that calls for an answer immediately upon receipt! 
In order to follow (Email), I will need an intention to conform to the rule’s instructions. For 
example: 
(Intention) For all e: If e is an email and you have just received e, answer it immediately! 
But then I will need a belief to the effect that (Intention)’s antecedent is satisfied: 
(Belief) e is an email I have just received. 
Now, (Intention) combined with (Belief) gives us what Miller (2015) calls an action-guiding 
state (AGS): 
(AGS) Answer e immediately! 
Rule-following, then, would always seem to require inference on the part of the rule-follower 
– in this case an inference from (Intention) and (Belief) to (AGS). But according to Boghossian, 
inference is an example of rule-following par excellence, and so we are set on an infinite re-
gress. For in following (Email), I am relying on a general rule of inference, in this case an 
imperatival equivalent to the modus ponens rule: 
(MP*) From ‘If C, do A’ and C, conclude ‘do A’! 
But then if it is true that rule-following requires an intention of the part of the rule-follower to 
comply with the instructions of any given rule, then following (MP*) itself would require an 
intention with the rule as (part of) its content, along with an inference from the belief that its 
antecedent is satisfied, to the action-guiding state. But then we are set on a vicious regress: 
‘inference rules whose operation cannot be captured by the intention-based model are presup-
posed by that model itself’ (Boghossian 2012, 41). 
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So, it looks like one of Boghossian’s five propositions must go. Denying (1) would amount 
to rule-following scepticism (cf. Kripke 1982). (2) and (4) seem hard to deny, and (3) is just 
the intentional view that gives us the intentional condition mentioned in (Guidance) above – 
the condition that secures the following/conforming distinction. And (5), according to 
Boghossian, ‘seems analytic of the very idea of deductive inference’ (2012, 42).12 
Now according to Miller (2015), an appeal to the notion of blind rule-following (where 
‘blind’ contrasts with ‘based on interpretation’ rather than ‘intentional’) stops Boghossian’s 
regress in its tracks. For we can say that S follows (Email) blindly, without interpretation of the 
rule. If rule-following required interpretation, then when asked for a reason or justification why 
S answered e immediately upon receipt, she would have to cite the further rule (MP*) along 
with her belief that its antecedent conditions obtain. But S need not provide such a justification 
or reason: all she can say is this is simply what I do (PI §217).13 We can say that S has been 
trained, or initiated into the custom or practice, of answering emails immediately upon receipt. 
S’s acceptance or internalisation of (Email) itself is what motivates her doing so; she need not 
apply (MP*). So, Miller suggests the following modification to Boghossian’s proposition (4): 
 (4*) Acting under particular circumstances on an intentional state with general (prescriptive 
or normative) content involves some sort of rule-mediated transition to what the content 
calls for under the circumstances (Miller 2015, 408). 
Hence, Boghossian’s regress does not get off the ground: even if inference involves following 
a rule, S need not apply (MP*) in order to follow (Email). (Granted, S coincidentally conforms 
to (MP*) when she follows (Email), but she is not being guided by it, since she has an inten-
tional state with (Email) – and not (MP*) – as its content.) 
My suggestion is that, if abandoning the idea that rule-following is always a matter of inter-
pretation stops Boghossian’s regress in its tracks, then it likewise stops the regress of motiva-
tions in its tracks. As per (4*), we can say that S’s acceptance or internalisation of R is what 
motivates her belief that p; she can move from (P1) and (P2) to (C) without the need for a further 
application of R – without the need for (P3), (P4), (P5), and so on. S cannot cite any justification 
or reason for her taking R to require of her that she believes that believing that p is in accordance 
 
12 In order to avoid the regress, Boghossian suggests rejecting (3), equating a non-intentional view of rule-
following with blindness in Wittgenstein’s discussion. On the other hand, G&W suggest rejecting (5), since they 
do not share the intuition that inference involves following a rule (G&W 2010b, 163; cf. Wright 2012). 
13 Miller’s point is not that there is no justification or reason for accepting (Email). We can presumably cite 
many reasons for accepting (Email). Rather, the point is that there is no justification or reason for my taking 
(Email) to require of me that I answer e immediately upon receipt (Miller 2015, 412). 
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with R. She believes that believing that p is in accordance with R because she has been trained, 
or initiated into the custom or practice, of invoking R when the need arises. 
I have said that S cannot cite any justification or reason for her taking R to require of her 
that, in moving from (P1) and (P2) to (C), she forms the higher-order belief expressed by (P2) – 
the belief that believing that p is in accordance with R. In more recent work, Boghossian sug-
gests that a proper account of inference must accommodate a ‘taking condition’: 
(Taking Condition) Inferring necessarily involves the thinker taking his premises to support 
his conclusion and drawing his conclusion because of that fact (Boghossian 2014, 5). 
Whether taking is a (partial or outright) belief, an intuition, an irreducible, sui generis state – 
or something else entirely – is a matter of some controversy.14 We need not delve into this 
debate here. Instead, regardless of what taking consists in, I want to suggest that the normativist 
should reject (Taking Condition). For doing so is complementary to the idea that rule-following 
is fundamentally blind in the Miller/McDowell sense: S need not be able to cite any justification 
or reason for her taking R to require of her that she believe that believing that p is in accordance 
with R – she just forms that belief without ‘taking’ it to support the conclusion (C).15 So, with-
out the threat of regress, the normativist can say that S follows R blindly, without interpretation 
of the rule: she moves from (P1) and (P2) to (C) without the need for a further application of R. 
Thus, an appeal to blind rule-following blocks the regress of motivations. 
To conclude, recall that G&W reject the thought that the rule-following considerations pro-
vide a way out of the regress of motivations precisely because Wittgenstein’s regress is one of 
interpretations. Wittgenstein appeals to the notion of a practice; but since a practice is a mere 
regularity, G&W maintain, such an appeal fails to accommodate the distinction between gen-
uine rule-guidance and mere conformity. G&W claim that a ‘quietist refusal’ to answer the 
question of what secures this distinction is unpersuasive. But the present account suggests no 
such appeal. G&W are right to point out that a practice is a regularity; but it is not a mere 
regularity: it is a regularity underpinned by an intentional condition to comply with the instruc-
tions of a rule. Since we preserve our intentional condition, appealing to the notion of a practice 
accommodates the following/conforming distinction. Blind rule-following (where ‘blind’ con-
trasts with ‘based on interpretation’ rather than ‘intentional’), therefore, should not tempt us 
 
14 A survey of some of these views, along with a critique of (Taking Condition), can be found in McHugh and 
Way (2016). 
15 Valaris (2017) argues that (Taking Condition) is in tension with the rule-following picture of inference. If 
the foregoing is correct, the normativist should be sympathetic to that picture (cf. fn. 12). 
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into quietism, since we can still say something informative about the following/conforming 
distinction: we can say that the distinction is secured by an intentional condition to comply 
with the instructions of the rule. And this is not to say that acceptance of a rule is a conscious 
mental process: just as one comes to accept certain rules when learning the grammar and syntax 
of her language, one comes to accept certain rules when being trained or initiated into the cus-
tom or practice of forming beliefs. 
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